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-f;;; MA,UNG date oUW,s oon,n,ur,lo.tion on tHe co.er sHeet .HH tH. oon^,o.6sno. s66res. - 

Period for Reply ^ EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE ± 

THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. ^^^^^^^ ^ ^^p.^ be timely filed 

Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136 (a). 

earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status ^ • 

1 ) K Responsive to communication(s) filed on Dec21.zuui . 

■ ' FINAL 2b) □ This action is non-final. 

Closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayie, i y^o ^ 

Disposition of Claims .^^^^^ pending in the application. 

4)^ Claim(s) 1_21_ _ is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

4a) Of the above, claim{s) ^ ■ 

is/are allowed. 

SjD Claim(s) ^ 



6)K Claim(s) 1-27 
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8)D Claims 



is/are rejected, 
is/are objected to. 



are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 



Application Papers 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-21 are pending in this application. Amended claims 1-3, 5-6, 8-9, 12, 14-21 are 

noted. 

The amendment dated 12/27/01 has been entered and considered. The examiner 
appreciates the amendments to the specification and claims. In view of the amendments, the 
objection to the specification and claims as well as the 1 12 rejection have been withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 VSC § 103 
1. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 

in a prior Office action. 

Claims 1-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tanaka 
(5,020,474) or Ohkase (5,443,648) for the reasons listed in the previous office action. 

In amended claim 5, the applicant requires an inert gas. The use of an inert gas is an well 
known and conventional in a vapor deposition process and hence would have been an obvious 
variation. 

In claims 9-21, the applicant requires the reactor to have heat shields, and specific heating 
means. These limitations have been addressed previously. In addition, the applicant requires 
different distances and temperatures. It is noted that the rejection is over apparatus claims not 
method claims. The prior art only has to provide a structure that is capable of performing in the 
manner claimed and not necessarily have ever been intended to be used in this manner. It is the 
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position that the prior art references meets the limitations of the instant claims. If the 
applicant were to establish that significant strtxctural differences exist with the prior art apparatus 
which would make it incapable of performing the step and amend the claims appropriately, the art 
rejection over the apparatus claims will be withdrawn and the case pass to 



issue. 



Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 12/27/01 have been fiilly considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant first argues that Tanaka fails to teach a first and second means located on either 
side of the plane of the substrate (p.8 last paragraph). 

The examiner disagrees. It is noted that the heating coil 5 is located on both sides of 
substrate 4 as shown in Figure 1. Hence, it is the examiner's position that this limitation is clearly 
taught by Tanaka. 

Applicant next argues that Ohkase fails to teach a first and second heating means located 
on either side of the plane of the substrate (p.9 line 2 - p.lO line 4). 

The examiner disagrees. It is noted that the heaters 21 and 23 are located on both sides of 
substrate W as shown in Figure 1. Hence, it is the examiner's position that this limitation is 

clearly taught by Ohkase. 

It is noted that the applicant has mentioned about a temperature gradient in the arguments. 
It is noted that there is presently no such limitation in the instant claims. Hence, the arguments 
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are not commensurate in scope with the instant claims. If the applicant were to amend the claims 
appropriately, the present art rejections will have to be withdrawn. 

3. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office 
action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is 
reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS fi-om the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated fi-om the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Bret Chen whose telephone number is (703) 308-3809. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday through Thursday fi-om 6:30 am to 5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor. 
Shrive Beck, can be reached on (703) 308-2333. The fax phone number for this Group is (703) 
872-93 10. Amendment After Finals should be faxed to (703) 872-93 11. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the Group receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308-0661 . 



final action. 
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